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TENSE LOGICS BASED ON POSETS
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ABSTRACT. Not all logical systems can be captured using alge-
bras. We see this in classical logic (formalized by Boolean algebras)
and many-valued logics (like Lukasiewicz logic with MV-algebras).
Even quantum mechanics, initially formalized with orthomodular
lattices, benefits from a simpler approach using just partially or-
dered sets (posets).

This paper explores how logical connectives are introduced in
poset-based logics. Building on prior work by the authors, we
delve deeper into “dynamic” logics where truth values can change
over time. We consider time sets with a preference relation and
propositions whose truth depends on time.

Tense operators, introduced by J.Burgess and extended for var-
ious logics, become a valuable tool. This paper proposes several
approaches to this topic, aiming to inspire a further stream of re-
search.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A great deal of logics of definite importance to contemporary math-
ematics are semilattice based [12]. Precisely, let K be a class of al-
gebras of the same arbitrary similarity type. The class K is said to
be semilattice-based when each algebra in K has a semilattice reduct
uniformly defined by some primitive or term-defined operation. Cases
in point may vary from classical logic to intuitionistic and many val-
ued logics, whose algebraic counterparts are of great importance to
algebraic logic, and all these algebraic structures (Boolean algebras,
Heyting algebras, MV algebras, MTL algebras, residuated lattices etc.
[14, 8, 15, 13]) are based on lattice reducts. However, there are also
other logics based on posets only. At the beginning of the twentieth
century it was recognized that the logic of quantum mechanics differs
essentially from classical propositional calculus based algebraically on
Boolean algebras. Husimi [17] and Birkhoff together with von Neumann
[2] introduced orthomodular lattices in order to serve as an algebraic
base for the logic of quantum mechanics, see [1]. These lattices incor-
porate many aspects of this logic with one exception. In fact, within
the logic of quantum mechanics the disjunction of two propositions
need not exist in the case when these propositions are neither orthog-
onal nor comparable. This fact motivated a number of researchers to
consider orthomodular posets instead of orthomodular lattices within
their corresponding investigations, see e.g. [19] and references therein.

However, such a logic is not dynamic in the sense that it does not
incorporate time dimension.

Perhaps, a few words on this statement may be useful. A propo-
sitional logic, either classical or non-classical, usually does not incor-
porate the dimension of time. In order to organize this logic as a
“tense logic” (or “time logic” according to another terminology, see
[10, 11, 20, 21, 4, 16]] we usually construct the tense operators P |
F ., H and G. Their meaning is:

P: “It has at some time been the case that”;
F: “It will at some time be the case that”;
H: “It has always been the case that”;

G: “It will always be the case that”.

For finite orthomodular posets, a tense logic has been discussed re-
cently in [5]. Following ideas from [3, 9], in [5] two of the present
authors consider first a time frame (or time scale) (T, R), with the set
of times T nonempty and R a serial binary relation (eventually reflex-
ive) to intuitively meant that the time flow never begins and never
ends.
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Following the ideas in [5], in this paper we will generalize the ap-
proach to study logics based on posets satisfying rather minimal con-
dition called M LU B-completness. Natural examples of such posets
are, e.g., finite posets, posets with no infinite ascending or descending
chains, or complete lattices.

The paper is structured as follows: in section 2 we provide some basic
notions. In section 3, we introduce the concept of tense operators in a
poset A that satisfies quite general conditions (page 8) and we discuss
their properties, and after analyzing some critical aspects we consider
the cases when they form either a dynamic pair or a Galois connection.

Section 4 focuses on establishing a connection between the familiar
tense operators P, F', H, and G (mtroduced earlier in Section 3) and
their counterparts G P H and F in the Dedekind-MacNeille comple-
tion DM(A) of the A.

As shown in section 3, given a time frame (7', R), in section 5, we
define the tense operators P, F', H, and GG on the logic derived from
a bounded poset A, thereby obtaining a dynamic poset. However, the
question arises whether, conversely, given a dynamic poset, one can
find a time preference relation such that the induced tense operators
coincide with the given ones. Theorem 5.2 shows that this is indeed
possible: from the given tense operators, we can construct a binary
relation R* on T such that the tense operators induced by the time
frame (T, R*) are comparable to the given tense operators with respect
to the quasi-order relations <; and <,. Furthermore, if P, F', H, and
G are induced by some time frame, then the newly constructed tense
operators are equivalent to the given ones via the equivalence relations
~; and =~ as described in Definition 2.5.

In section 6, we explore the introduction of the “unsharp” or “inexact”
logical connectives, namely conjunction ® and implication —, within
the context of a poset (A, <) that satisfies both the Antichain Condi-
tion (ACC) and the Descending Chain Condition (DCC). Our aim is
to demonstrate how these connectives form a sort of adjoint pair. Fur-
thermore, we extend the definition of these connectives to subsets of a
poset, with the objective of establishing a relationship with tense oper-
ators. We conclude the section by presenting several results regarding
this relationship.

Finally in section 7, we focus our attention to the case in which the
connectives are already defined in a way that the structure forms a
residuated poset, and then investigate their relationship with the tense
operators.
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We will begin by providing the formal notion of a residuated poset
and then demonstrate some of its basic properties. Subsequently, we
will present a method to combine the application of logical connectives
with tense operators. Indeed, in this case, we encounter the problem
of needing to generalize operations between elements to operations be-
tween subsets.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we introduce some useful basic concepts related to
partially ordered sets (posets).

A poset is a set equipped with a partial order. Formally, a poset
A = (A, <) consists of a set A and a binary relation < on A that is
reflexive, antisymmetric, and transitive.

Consider a poset A = (A, <) and let X, Y C A. If A has a bottom
element, this element will be denoted by 0. If A has a top element,
this element will be denoted by 1. The poset A is called bounded if
it has both a bottom element and a top element. In this case, it will
be denoted by A = (A4,<,0,1). We proceed assuming all posets are
bounded.

In what follows, we will need to use binary operators on A. These
operators are simply maps from A2 to 24, i.e., they assign to each pair
(x,y) of elements of A a subset of A. For the sake of brevity, we will
not distinguish between a singleton {a} and its unique element a.

To address a specific scenario within the context of posets, we need
to recall some definitions.

Definition 2.1. A poset A s said to satisfy the following conditions:

e the Ascending Chain Condition (shortly ACC), if there are no
infinite ascending chains in A;

e the Descending Chain Condition (shortly DCC), if there are no
infinite descending chains in A.

Let us notice that every finite poset satisfies both the ACC and the
DCC. Furthermore, let Max A and Min A denote the set of all maximal
and minimal elements of A, respectively. If A satisfies the ACC, then
for every a € A, there exists some b € Max A with a < b. This implies
that if A is not empty, the same is true for Max A. The corresponding
assertion holds for the DCC and Min A. We can summarize this in the
following definition:

Definition 2.2. Let A be a poset. We say that A is:

(1) MUB-complete if for every upper bound x of a non-empty subset
M of A, there is a minimal upper bound of M below x;
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(2) MLB-complete if for every lower bound x of a non-empty subset
M of A, there is a maximal lower bound of M above x;
(3) MLUB-complete if it is both MUB-complete and MLB-complete.

Evidently, if A satisfies the ACC, then A is MLB-complete, and the
dual statement holds for the DCC. Moreover, every finite poset and
every complete lattice are MLUB-complete.

We will need the following two useful lemmas.

Lemma 2.3. Let A be an MLUB-complete poset and M a non-empty
subset of A. Then

(i) UMax L(M)) = UL(M);

(ii) LMinU(M)) = LU(M).

Proof. (i): Evidently, Max L(M) C L(M). We conclude U(Max L(M)) 2
UL(M).

Conversely, let © € U(Max L(M)) and z € L(M). Then x > y for
all y € Max L(M). Since A is MLUB-complete we have that z < y,
for some yo € Max L(M). Therefore x > z, i.e., x € UL(M).

Part (ii) can be proven similarly. O

Lemma 2.4. Let (A;)ier be a family of MLUB-complete posets. Then
the cartesian product [],.; A; is an MLUB-complete poset. Moreover,
for every non-empty subset of [],.; A; we have

(i) MinUpy,_, a,(M) = X,_, Min Ua,({m(i) | m € M});
(i) Max Lyy_, a,(M) = X,_, Max La,({m(i) | m € M}).

Proof. (i) Let M be a non-empty subset of [[..; A; and z its upper
bound. Let i € I and M; = {m(i) | m € M}. Then x(i) € U(M;)
and there is a minimal upper bound ¢; of M; below z(i). Let ¢ be an
element of [],.; A; defined by ¢(i) = ¢; for every i € I. Evidently, ¢ is a
minimal upper bound of M below z. Hence (A;);c; is MUB-complete.

That (A;);er is MLB-complete and (ii) holds works the same way for
similar reasons. U

For any set A, we denote the set of its non-empty subsets by P, (A).
If f: A— A'is afunction and T is a set, we define P, fT as a function
from P, (AT) to P, ((A)T) by the formula

(P+fT) (B) = {(f(b(t))ter | b= (b(t))er € B)}

for all B € P, (AT).
Let us introduce different kinds of relations that will be useful during
the development of our objectives.
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Definition 2.5. Let A be a poset. For X, Y C P, A we define the
following six preorders <, <y, <o, C, &1, and =5 as follows:

(1) X <Y if for every x € X and for everyy € Y it holds x < y;
(2) X <1 Y if for every x € X there exists some y € Y with x < y;
(3) X <o Y if for everyy € Y there exists some x € X with x < y;
(4) X CY if there exists some x € X and some y € Y with x < y;
(5) X =Y ifboth X <1Y and Y <; X;
(6) X =5 Y if both X <o Y and Y <5 X.

Moreover, we define the lower cone and upper cone of X, as the
following sets, respectively:

(1) L(X) = {a€ A|a< X},
(2) UX)={ac A| X <a}.

where X C A and a € A.

Let us conclude this preliminary section with the statement, without
proof, of Lemma 2.6 and Corollary 2.7, which list several useful and
obvious properties of <, <y, <o, C, =, and ~.

Lemma 2.6. Let A = (A, <) be a poset and let X, Y C A. Then

1) if X CY then X <1 Y and Y <y X,
(i) if X <1 Y then U(Y) C U(X) and LU(X) C LU(Y),
(iii) if X <o Y then L(X) C L(Y) and UL(Y) C UL(X),
(iv) if X, Y are antichains and X ~1 Y or X ~o Y then X =Y.

Corollary 2.7. Let A = (A, <) be an MLUB-complete poset. Then

(i) if X <3 Y then MinU(X) <; MinU(Y),
(ii) if LU(X) C LU(Y), X = Max LU(X) and Y = Max LU(Y)
then X <1Y,
(iii) if X <o Y then Max L(X) <; Max L(Y'),
(iv) if UL(Y) C UL(X), Y = MinUL(Y) and X = MinUL(X)
then X <, Y.

Finally, consider a poset (A, <). If a,b € A and sup(a, b) exists then
we will denote it by a VV b. If inf(a,b) exists then we will denote it by
a A'b. An antitone involution on a poset (A, <) is a mapping ' from A
to A satisfying the following conditions for all z,y € A:

(i) = <y implies ¢’ < 2/,

(ii) 2" = =.
A complementation on a bounded poset (A, <,0,1) is a mapping ' from
A to A satisfying x V' =1 and x Az’ =0 for all z € A.
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3. TENSE OPERATORS

Generally, the expressive power of propositional logics does not in-
clude the ability to distinguish facts with respect to “before” and “after”.
To incorporate this capability, tense operators have been introduced.
Tense operators allow us to express temporal relationships within a
logical framework. These operators expand the language of the logic
by enabling statements about the past, present, and future. The initial
work on tense operators was conducted within the context of classical
logic, integrating them into the framework of Boolean algebras [3, 18].
For an introduction to the theory of tense operators in algebraic struc-
tures, see the monograph [6].

Let us recall the basic tense operators P, ', H, G commonly used,
along with their meanings:

P .. .“It has at some time been the case that”,
I .. .“It will at some time be the case that”,
H .. .“Tt has always been the case that”,

G ...“Tt will always be the case that”.

Let us consider a poset (A, <) along with a non-empty time set 7.
We interpret the elements p of AT as time-dependent events. That
is, for t € T, the symbol p(t) represents the value of the event p at
time ¢t. It is evident that the operators P and F' act as existential
quantifiers over the past and future segments of 7', respectively, while
H and G serve as universal quantifiers over the corresponding segments.
Consequently, for each t € T and every p € AT, we have:

p(t) < P(p)(t) and p(t) < F(p)(t),
H(p)(t) < p(t) and G(p)(t) < p(t),
shortly
H(p) <p < P(p) and G(p) <p < F(p).

To distinguish between the “past” and “future” with respect to the
time set T', we introduce a time-preference relation, i.e. a non-empty
binary relation R on T

Definition 3.1. A time frame is a pair T = (T, R), where T is a non-
empty set called the time set, and R is a binary relation on T. For
s,t €T with s Rt, we say that

“s is before t” or “t is after s”.

The relation R in a time frame may satisfy specific properties to
accurately model a particular concept of time. Thus, these properties
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can vary depending on the context and requirements of the specific
temporal model. For example, in some temporal logics, it may be useful
to consider only transitive and irreflexive relations, while in others, it
may be useful to include density or linearity of the relation.

For our purposes in this paper, we will consider only “serial relations”
(see [6]), i.e., relations R such that for each s € T there are some r,t € T
with r R s and s R t. Clearly, if R is reflexive, then it is serial. Usually,
R is considered to be a partial order relation or a quasi-order [3, 9, 10].
Moreover, we will denote by R~! the “inverse of” R, i.e., s R~! t if and
only if t R s.

We put T = (T, R™!). Recall that if T is serial, then also T is
serial. If A = (A, <) is a poset, we define >= (<)~!. Then A% = (A, >
) is also a poset and is called the “dual of” A. Clearly, if A=(A<)is
a poset satisfying both the ACC and the DCC, then also A is a poset
satisfying both the ACC and the DCC, and Min X in A coincides with
Max X in A for every subset X of A. Similarly, if A = (A, <) is an
MLUB-complete poset, then A° is an MLUB-complete poset.

Definition 3.2. Let A = (A, <) be an MLUB-complete poset, T =
(T, R) a time frame, and consider the set AT of all time-dependent
propositions on A. We define the tense operators TPA, TFA, THa,
and vG o on A to be the following mappings from Py (AT) to (PLA)T:

)
tPA(B)(s) :=MinU ({q(t) | ¢ € B and t R s}),
(To) tFa(B)(s) :==MinU ({¢(t) | ¢ € B and s R t}),
tHA(B)(s) :=MaxL({q(t) | ¢ € B and t R s}),
tGa(B)(s) :=Max L({q(t) | ¢ € B and s R t}),
for all B € P (AT) and all s € T.

The operators defined in this manner are said to be induced by
(T, R). If there is no misunderstanding, we will simply write P, F,
H, and G instead of 7 Pa, 7Fa, THa, and 1G4, respectively.

Lemma 3.3. Let A = (A, <) be an MLUB-complete poset, T = (T, R)
a time frame. Then, for all B € P, (AT),
(i) TPa(L(B)) = 1Pa Max(L(B)),
(ii) vFA(L(B)) = 1Fa Max(L(B)),
(iii) THA(U(B)) = vHa Min(U(B)),
(iv) Ga(U(B)) = vGa Min(U(B)).
Proof. (i): Let B € P, (AT) and s € T. Since Max(L(B)) C L(B)
we immediately conclude that U({q(t) | ¢ € L(B) andt R s}) C
U({q(t) | ¢ € Max(L(B)) andt R s}). Conversely, let 7 € A and
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r € U({q(t) | ¢ € Max(L(B)) andt R s}). Then r > ¢(t) for all
q € Max(L(B)) and t € T such that t R s. Let p € L(B) and ty R s,
to € T. Then p < qo for some gy € Max(L(B)). We conclude that
p(to) < q(to) < r, e, r e U({q(t) | ¢ € L(B) and t R s}). Hence
1Pa(L(B)) = vPa Max(L(B)).

Parts (ii) - (iv) can be proven similarly. O

The definition of P, F', H, and G reveals a duality among them.
Consequently, we formulate and prove some results only for one of
them. The corresponding results for the remaining operators are dual.

Theorem 3.4. Let A = (A, <) be an MLUB-complete poset, T =
(T, R) a time frame. Then,

TPA - THAOP = TopFA = TopGAop,

Moreover, if A’ = (A',<') is a poset and f: A — A’ is an isomor-
phism of posets, then
(P+f)T opXa =T1Xar0 P+(fT)>
forall X € {P,F,H,G}.
Proof. Let B € P.(AT), a € A and s € T. We compute:
a € 7Pa(B)(s) if and only if a € Mina Ua ({¢q(t) | ¢ € B and ¢ R s})

if and only if a € Maxaer Lacr({q(t) | ¢ € B and t R s})
if and only if a € THper(B)(S)

if and only if @ € Maxaer Lacr({q(t) | ¢ € B and s R~ t})

if and only if a € oy Gaor(B)(s)
if and only if a € Mina La ({g(¢) | ¢ € B and s R™" t})
if and only if a € o Fa(B)(5).

It is enough to check that (P, f)T o pPa = tPar o Po(fT). The re-
maining cases dually follow.
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Let B € P,.(AT), o’ € A’ and s € T. We put a = f~1(a’) and
B' = (P.(f"))(B). We have that:

a' € (tParoPy(f"))(B)(s) if and only if a’ € vPas(B’)(s)
if and only if ' € Mina Ua:({¢'(¢) | ¢ € B' and t R s})
if and only if a € Mina Ua ({¢(t) | ¢ € B and ¢ R s})
if and only if ' € P, f(Mina Ua ({g(t) | ¢ € B and t R s}))
if and only if ' € ((P+f)" o vPa)(B)(s).
U

Remark 3.5. Let us recall that if the ML UB-complete poset A includes
an antitone involution ', it is sufficient to define a pair of tense oper-
ators and obtain the second pair dually. Specifically, we obtain that
P(B) = H(B') and F(B) = G(B') for each B € P,(AT). Here,
X' ={a' |z € X} for every X € P, (AT).

Definition 3.2 presents a critical issue. In fact, in less general con-
texts, the tense operators are maps where the domain and codomain
coincide. However, in this context, P(q) for ¢ € AT need not be a
single element of AT (i.e., a singleton) but may be a non-empty subset
of AT. Analogously for the remaining tense operators. This makes
it impossible to directly compose two operators, or apply an opera-
tor twice. To overcome this problem, we will exploit the fact that
(P, (A)T C P.(AT), and we will define the composition of two tense
operators through the following “transformation function” ¢.

Definition 3.6. Let A = (A, <) be an MLUB-complete poset, we de-
fine the transformation function ¢: (PLA)T — P, (AT) as follows:

o(B):={qe AT | q(t) € B(t) forallt € T} = X B(t) = B

teT

for all B € (P, A)T.

Lemma 3.7 illustrates some properties of the transformation function
v, which are useful for achieving our goals. Parts (i)-(iii) of Lemma
3.7 are well known, and the remaining ones follow immediately from
Definition 3.6.

Lemma 3.7. (cf. [5]) Let A = (A, <) be a poset, T # 0, p € AT and
B,C € (P, A)T. Let ¢ as in Definition 3.6. Then,
(i) ¢ is injective,
(ii) of B(t) = {p(t)} for allt € T then ¢(B) = {p},
(i) B < C if and only if p(B) < p(C),
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(iv) B <y Cif and only if p(B) <1 ¢(C),
v) B <y C if and only if p(B) <5 ¢(C),

(i) BE C if and only if o(B) C p(C),

(vii) B C C if and only if p(B) C ¢(C).

Utilizing Definition 3.6 and the properties listed in Lemma 3.7, we
can define the composition between two tense operators.

Definition 3.8. Let A = (A, <) be an MLUB-complete poset. For any
X,Y € {P,F,H,G}, where X,Y are maps X,Y : P, (AT) — (P, A)T,
we define the composition of the two tense operators as follows:

XxY =XopoY,
where @ is the transformation function as defined in Definition 3.6.

In Theorem 3.9 and Theorem 3.10, we demonstrate how the tense
operators behave when composed with the transformation function ¢.

Theorem 3.9. Let (A, <) be an MLUB-complete poset, (T, R) a time
frame with R reflexive, and let P, F', H and G be operators induced by
(T, R). For any q € AT, we have the following

€
O
=
=2 K Q
IAIA A IA
€
@)
=
S

~—— —

(poG)(g
Proof. Let s € T. We have

P(q)(s) =MinU({q(?) | t R s}),
(0o P)(q) ={pec AT | p(t) € Min U({q(u) | u R t}) for all t € T},
q <pforall pe (poP)(q),
q < (po P)(q).

The results for I, GG, and H follow from the preceding discussion and
Theorem 3.4, as we can express I', GG, and H in terms of P.
O

Theorem 3.10. Let (A, <,) be an MLUB-complete poset and (T, R)
a time frame. Furthermore, consider P, F', H, and G operators in-
duced by (T, R), B € (PLA)T, and s,t € T, and  the transformation
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function. Then the following hold:

P(p(B))(s) = MinU(| J{B(t) |t R s}),
F (o >) =MinU(( J{B(1) | s Rt}),
( )) MaxL(U{B(t) |t R s})
G(p(B))(s) = Max L(| J{B(t) | s Rt}),

Proof. Since Definition 3.2 and Definition 3.6, we have:

)

P(¢(B))(s) = MinU({p(t) | p € ¢(B) and t R s}) = MinU (| {B(t) | t R s}).

The proof for F';, H and G is analogous.
O

Theorem 3.11 shows several order relations among elements and el-
ements to which one of the tense operators is applied, considering the
different types of orderings presented in Definition 2.5.

Theorem 3.11. Let (A, <,) be an MLUB-complete poset and (T, R) a
time frame. Furthermore, consider P, F', H, and G operators induced
by (T, R), let C and D be elements of P, (AT), and ¢ the transforma-
tion function. Then the following hold:
(i) If C € D or C <y D then P(C) <y P(D) and L(P(C)) C
L(P(D)), and F(C) <3 F(D) and L( (C)) € L(F(D)),
(ii) If D € C or C <y D then H(C) <y H(D) and U(H(D)) C
U(H(C)), and G(C) <, G(D) and U(G(D)) U(G(C)),
(i) H(C) < P(C) and G(C) < F(C),
(iv) P(C) = P(LU(C)), F(C) = F(LU(C)), G(D) = GUL(D)),
H(D) = H(UL(D)),
(v) if R is reflexive then

(T3) H(C) < C < P(C) and G(C) < C < F(C).
Proof. (i) We have C(t) <; D(t) for all t € T. Hence also {q(t) |

geCandt R s} <;{p(t) | p € Dandt R s}. From Lemma
2.6, (ii) we obtain that

U{p(t) |pe Dand t Rs}) CU({q(t) | g€ C and t R s})
Hence,

P(C)(s) =MinU({q(t) | g € C and t R s})
< MinU({p(t) |p € D and t R s}) = P(D)(s).
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Since

L(P(D))(s)=LU{p(t) | pe Dandt Rs}) D LU({q(t)|qe€ Candt R s})
= L(P(C))(s)

We also get that L(P(C)) C L(P(D)).
Analogously, we obtain F/(C') <, F(D) and L(F(C)) C L(F(D)).

(ii) It follows from duality by Theorem 3.4.
(ili) Since R is serial there exists some u € T with v R s. We have

H(C)(s) =Max L({q(t) | g€ C and t R s}) < {q(u) | ¢ € C}
<MinU({q(t) |g€ C and t R s}) = P(C)(s).

The second assertion follows analogously.
(iv) We compute:

P(C)(s) =MinU({q(t) | g € C and t R s}) = Min ULU(U{C(t) |t R s})
= Min ULU(U{LU(C’(t)) |t Rs})=P(LU(C))(s).

The remaining equalities dually follow from Theorem 3.4.
(v) If R is reflexive we have that s R s. By the same procedure as
in (iv) we obtain that

H(C)(s) = Max L({q(t) | g € C and ¢ R 5}) < {q(s) | g € C} = C(s)
<MinU({q(t) | g € C and t R s}) = P(C)(s).

O

Theorem 3.12. Let (A, <) be an MLUB-complete poset, (T, R) a time
frame with R reflexive, and let P, F', H and G be operators induced by
(T, R). Then the following hold

P<PxF, F<FxP, H< HxP, G<GxP,
PrH<,P, FxH<,F, H<,H+*F, G<,Gx*F
P*GSQP, F*GSQF, H*Gng, G*HglG

Proof. According to Theorem 3.9, for any ¢ € AT, we have ¢ < (¢ o
F)(q). Hence, by (i) of Theorem 3.10, we obtain

P(q) <2 P((¢o F)(q)) = (Powo F)(q) = (PxF)(q).

This demonstrates P <o P x F. The remaining inequalities can be
proven similarly.

O
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Theorem 3.13. Let (A, <,0,1) be an MLUB-complete poset, (T, R) a
time frame with reflexive R, and P, F', H, and G operators induced by
(T, R). Let X: P (AT) — (PLA)". Then

Hx X G+« X< X<PxX, FxX,
especially
P<PxPF<FxFHx«xH<HG+G<QG.
Proof. If ¢ € AT and s € T then
(poX)(q) ={rc A" | r(u) € X(q)(u) for all u € T} = X(q)

and hence

(P*X)(q)(s) = Min U((_{X()(t) | t R s}) = X(q)(s),
(F*X)(g)(s) = MinU(_{X(a)(#) | 5 R t}) = X(a)(s),
(H % X)(q)(s) = Max L(_{X (a)(t) | # R s}) < X(q)(s),
(G *X)(q)(s) = Max L(_{X(g)(t) | s R t}) < X()(s)-

That P x P = P does not hold in general can be seen from the
following example.

Example 3.14. Let A={0,a,b,c,d,e, f,g,1} and A = (A, <,0,1) be
the bounded poset (which is not a lattice) depicted in Figure 1:

Gl

Let T = (T,R) = ({1,2,3}, <) be a time frame such that 1 <2 < 3.
Let us consider the propositions p and q defined by the following table
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Then we have
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Another possible question regarding the tense operators is whether
they form a dynamic pair. This concept was defined in [7]. For our
purposes, it is necessary to adapt it to the context of posets.

Definitions 3.15 and 3.16 are expedient to introduce this concept.

Definition 3.15. Let A = (A, <,0,1) be a bounded poset, T a set and
a pair (P,G) of mappings from P (AT) to (PLA)T. We call (P,G) a
dynamic pair if for all C, D € P, (AT), the following properties hold:
(T0) G(1) =1 and P(0) =0,
(T1) (i) if C <1 D then P(C) <y P(D),
(ii) if C <9 D then G(C) <; G(D),
(T2) C <y (G* P)(C) and (P * G)(C’) <, C.

Definition 3.16. Let A = (A, <,0,1) be a bounded poset, T a set,
and (P, F,H,GQ) a quadruple of mappings from P (AT) to (P,.A)T.
A = (A,<,0,1) is said to be a dynamic poset if (P,G) and (F,H)
form dynamic pairs.

A fundamental concept is that of a Galois connection, which is es-
sential in various areas of mathematics and computer science. It estab-
lishes a relationship between two partially ordered sets by linking their
subsets systematically. In this case as well, we need a slight adjustment
to adapt it to our context.
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Definition 3.17. Let A = (A, <,0,1) be a bounded poset and T a set.
We say that mappings P,G from P,(AT) to (P, A)T form a Galois
connection if for all C, D € P (AT) the following condition holds:

(Ga) P(C) <3 D if and only if C <; G(D).

Theorem 3.18 characterizes the concept of Galois connection (Defi-
nition 3.17) in terms of a dynamic pair (Definition 3.15). In particular,
it establishes an equivalence.

Theorem 3.18. Let A = (A, <,0,1) be a bounded poset, T a set, and
P, G mappings from P, (AT) to (PyA)T. Then the following conditions
are equivalent:

1. P,G form a Galois connection.
2. P,G satisfy conditions (T1) and (T2).

Proof. Assume first that P, G form a Galois connection.
Let C, D € P,(A"). Since P(C) <y P(C) we have that

C <1 G(P(C)) = (G P)(C).

Similarly, (P*G)(C) <5 C. Therefore, we conclude that (T2) holds.
Now, assume C' <; D. From (T2) we obtain

D <1 G(P(D)) = (G * P)(D).

Since <; is transitive we get C' <; G(P(D)).

From (Ga) we conclude that P(C) <, P(D). Similarly, if C' <, D
then G(C) <, G(D).

Suppose now that P, G satisfy conditions (T1) and (T2).

Let C, D € P,(A") such that P(C) <5 D. Then

C < (GxP)(C) <y P(D).

Since < is transitive we obtain that C' <; G(D). The remaining part
follows from the same reasoning.

O

Remark 3.19. Recall that from (Ga) we obtain 0 € P(0) and, sim-
ilarly, 1 € G(1). Moreover, if P(0) is an antichain we conclude that
0= P(0). Similarly, if G(1) is an antichain, we have 1 = G(1).

We conclude this section with Theorem 3.20, which demonstrates
that a bounded poset with tense operators as defined by (To) is indeed
a dynamic one.

Theorem 3.20. Let (A, <,0,1) be an MLUB-complete poset, (T, R) a
time frame with R being a serial binary relation, and P, F, H, and
G operators induced by (T, R). Then A and (P,G), as well as A and
(F, H) form dynamic pairs.
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Proof. Let us notice it suffices to demonstrate that A and (P, G) form
a dynamic pair. The remaining part follows analogously.
Let B,C € P.(AT),pe Band s € T.
(T1) Suppose B <; C' then from Theorem 3.10 we obtain P(B) <,
P(C).
Similarly, if B <5 C' then G(B) <; G(C).
(T2) Supoose C' <5 D, then we have

P(B)(s) =MinU({q(t) | g € B and t R s}),
¢(P(B)) = P(B) ={re A" | r(uv) € MinU({q(t) | ¢ € B and t Ru})
for all u € T},

(G % P)(B)(s) = G(@(P(B))) (s) = Max L({r(v) | r € ¢(P(B)) and s R v}) =
= Max L(|_J{MinU({B(t) | t Rv}) | s Rv}),

p(s) € L{LHUUB®@) [t Rv}) | s Ru}) C
C L {MinU({B(t) |t Rv}) | s Rv})

and hence p(s) <; (G x P)(B)(s).
We conclude that

p <1 (G P)(B),

i.e., B <y (G* P)(B). The remaining part of (T2) follows from
Theorem 3.4. Condition (T0) follows from Remark 3.19 and
Proposition 3.18.

O

Let us recall that if we assume in Theorem 3.20 that R is reflexive,
we obtain a dynamic poset with tense operators satisfying condition
(T3) from Theorem 3.10.

4. TENSE OPERATORS IN THE DEDEKIND-MACNEILLE
COMPLETION

It is well-known that every poset (A, <) can be embedded into a
complete lattice L. This complete lattice captures all the information
about joins (least upper bounds) and meets (greatest lower bounds)
within the original poset. We will frequently consider the Dedekind-
MacNeille completion DM(A, <) for this L.

Let A = (A, <) be a poset. Put DM(A) :={B C A | LU(B) = B}.
Then for DM(A) = {L(B) | B € A}, DM(A) := (DM(A),QC) is a
complete lattice and x — L(z) is an embedding from A to DM(A)
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preserving all existing joins and meets, and an order isomorphism be-
tween posets A and ({L(x) | x € A}, C). We will usually identify A
with {L(z) | z € A}.

Consider a complete lattice L = (L;<,0,1). Let (T, R) be a time
frame. Define the following mappings G , ﬁ, H and F on L7 as follows:
for all p € LT, G(p) is defined by

G(p)(s) = Aufp(t) | sRt};
for all p € LT, P(p) is defined by

P(p)(s) = Vo {p(t) | tRs};
for all p € LT, H(p) is defined by

H(p)(s) = Auip(t) | tRs};
forall pe A, F (p) is defined by

F(p)(s) = Vp{p(t) | sRt}.

The just constructed operator G or P or H or F will be called an
operator on LT constructed by means of the time frame (T, R).
We will now establish a useful connection between tense operators G,

P, H, and F from Section 3 and operators @, ]3, H and F on DM(A)T.

Theorem 4.1. Let (A, <,) be an MLUB-complete poset and (T, R) a

time frame. Let G P H and F be operators on DM(A) constructed
by means of the time frame (T, R). Furthermore, consider G, P, H,
and F operators induced by (T, R), and let C and D be elements of
P, (AT). Then the following hold:

(i) MaxG(LU(C)) = G(U(C)) = G(Min U(C));
(i) P(L(D)) = L(P(L(D)) = L(P(Max L(D));
(iii) Max H(LU(C)) = H(U(C)) = H(MinU(C));
(iv) F(L(D)) = L(F(L(D)) = L(F(Max L(D)).

Proof. (i) It is enough to check that
Max @(LU(C))(S) =GU(C))(s) = GMinU(C))(s)
for all s € T'. Let s € T'. Recall that
G(L ) = {LU(C) | sRt}
=L {U(©C)(®) | sRt})
—L({a(t) | g € U(O) and s R 1})
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We conclude that
Max G(LU(C)) = Max L({q(t) | ¢ € U(C) and s R t}) = G(U(C)).
(ii) Similarly, it is enough to check that
P(L(D))(s) = L(P(L(D))(s) = L(P(Max L(D))(s)
forall s €T. Let s €T. We Compute:
P(L \/ {L t) | tRs} = LU ({q(t) | ¢ € L(D) and t R s})

= L(MmU({q( )| g€ L(D) and t R s})) = L(P(L(D))(s).

Parts (iii) - (iv) can be proven similarly.
U

Corollary 4.2. Let (A, <,) be an MLUB-complete poset and (T, R) a
time frame. Let G P, H and F be operators on DM(A) constructed
by means of the time frame (T, R). Furthermore, consider G, P, H,
and F operators induced by (T, R), and let C and D be elements of
P, (AT). Then the following hold:

(1) G(L(C)) = LU(G(UL(C))) = LU(G(C));

(i) P(LU(D)) = L(P(D)) = L(P(LU(D)));

(iii) H(L(C)) = LU(H(UL(C))) = LU(H(C));

(iv) F(LU(D)) = L(F(D)) = L(F(LU(D))).
(i

Proof. (i): From Theorem 3.11, (iv) we have G(UL(C)) = G(C).
Hence also LU(G(C)) = LU(G ( L(C))). Then by Theorem 4.1, (i)
we obtain LU(G(UL(C))) = G(L(C)).

(ii): We compute, using Theorems 4.1 and 3.11, (iv):

(1) P(LU(D)) = L(P(LU(D))) = L(P(D)).

5. CONSTRUCTIONS OF A SUITABLE PREFERENCE RELATION

As shown in the Section 3, given a time frame (7', R), one can de-
fine the tense operators P, I, H, and G on the logic derived from a
bounded poset, thereby obtaining a dynamic poset. However, the ques-
tion arises whether, conversely, given a dynamic poset, one can find a
time preference relation such that the induced tense operators coincide
with the given ones. The following theorem demonstrates that this is
indeed possible: from the given tense operators, we can construct a
binary relation R* on 7" such that the tense operators induced by the
time frame (7, R*) are comparable to the given tense operators with
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respect to the quasi-order relations <; and <. Furthermore, if P, F',
H, and G are induced by some time frame, then the newly constructed
tense operators are equivalent to the given ones via the equivalence
relations ~; and = as described in Definition 2.5.

Let us begin by providing a formal definition of a binary relation
given a poset equipped with tense operators on a time set 7.

Definition 5.1. Let A = (A, <,0,1) be a bounded poset, T a time set,
and P, F', H, and G tense operators on A. We define the relation R*
as the set of all pairs (s,t) € T? satisfying the following conditions:

H(B)(t) < B(s) < P(B)(1) and G(B)(s) < B(t) < F(B)(s)
for all B € P (AT).

We call R* the relation induced by the tense operators P, F', H, and
G.

To begin testing the suitability of this new relation R*, we will com-
pare the original given tense operators with the poset and the tense
operators derived from R* according to Definition 3.2.

Theorem 5.2. Let A = (A,<,0,1) be an MLUB-complete bounded
poset, T a time set, and P, F, H, and G be tense operators on A.
Furthermore, let R* denote the relation induced by P, F, H, and G,
such that R* is serial. Let P*, F*, H*, and G* be the tense operators
on A induced by (T, R*). Then we have

P*SQP, F*§2F7 Hng*, and G§1G*
Proof. Let B € P, (AT) and s € T. Then we have

B(t) < P(B)(s) forall t € T with t R* s

B(t) < F(B)(s) for all t € T with s R* t,
H(B)(s) < B(t) for all t € T with t R* s
G(B)(s) < B(t) for allt € T with s R* ¢

Thus, we have
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Hence, we obtain
P*(B)(s) = Min U (U{B(t) 't R* s})
F*(B)(s) = Min U (U{B(t) s R* t})
H(B)(s) < Max L ({H{a(t) |t B s}) = H'(B)(s).
G(B)(s) <; Max L (U{q(t) s R* t}) = G*(B)(s).

<3 F(B)(s),

[\

O

Corollary 5.3. Let A = (A,<,0,1) be an MLUB-complete bounded
poset, T a time set, and P, F', H, and G tense operators on A sat-
isfying condition (T3). Further, let R* denote the relation induced by
P, F, H, and G, and P*, F’*, H*, and G* the tense operators on A
induced by (T, R*). Then R* is reflexive and

P*SQP, F*SQF, HSlH*, and G§1G*

The rationale behind obtaining only inequalities between the oper-
ators P, F', H, G and P*, F*, H*, G* lies in the possibility that the
given operators may be constructed in various ways, leading to a wide
range of possibilities. Without specific information on their construc-
tion, they could exhibit diverse behaviors, possibly deviating from the
standard expectations.

In the scenario where the given operators P, F', H, and G are in-
duced by a common time frame (7', R) sharing the same time set 7', we
alm to investigate how these operators relate to each other. The fol-
lowing theorem demonstrates that under this circumstance, we indeed
establish equivalences between them.

Theorem 5.4. Let A = (A,<,0,1) be an MLUB-complete bounded
poset, (T, R) a time frame with R a serial binary relation, and P, F,
H, and G the tense operators on A induced by (T, R). Further, let R*
denote the relation induced by P, F', H, and G, and P*, F*, H*, and
G* the tense operators on A induced by (T, R*). Then R C R* and

P*=PF =FH =H, and G* = G.

Proof. From Theorem 3.20 we know that A and (P,G), and A and
(F, H) form a dynamic pair, respectively.
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Let B€ Py(AT)and s € T. If t € T and s Rt then

P(B)(t) = MinU(_J{B(w) | u R t}) > B(s).
F(B)(s) = MinU(_{B(u) | s R u}) > B(®),
H(B)(t) = Max L({_J{a(B) | u Rt}) < B(s).
G(B)(s) = Max L({_J{a(u) | s R u}) < B(#).

Hence
H(B)(t) < B(s) < P(B)(t) and G(B)(s) < p(B)(t) < F(B)(s),
i.e., sR*t. This shows R C R*. Now

P*(B)(s) =MinU(| J{B(t) |t R* s}) CU{B(t) | t R* s}) C U(

F*(q)(s) = MinU((_{B(#) | s R" t}) CU{B() | s R* t}) C U(

H*(q)( MaxL(U{B(t) |t R* s}) CL{B(t) |t R* s}) C L({B(t)

G*(q)(S) = Max L(_J{B(t) | s R* t}) C L{B(t) | s R* t}) C L{B(1)
and hence

P(B)(s) = MinU(|_J{B(t) | t R s}) <5 P*(B)(s),

F(B)(s) = MinU(|_J{B(t) | s Rt}) <o F*(B)(s),
H*(B)(s) <1 Max L({_[{B(t) | t R s}) = H(B)(s),
G*(B)(s) <1 Max L(|_J{B(t) | s Rt}) = G(B)(s).

Therefore,
P <, P*F <, F*,H* <; H and G* <; G.
The rest follows from Theorem 5.2 and Lemma 2.6, (iv). O

We pose the question of whether an alternative construction of the
time preference relation R on the time set T exists, yielding equiva-
lences between the given tense operators and those induced by (7', R),
akin to the results outlined in Theorem 5.4. We shall demonstrate
the feasibility of such a construction, contingent upon the extension
of the time set T in both past and future directions, accompanied by
corresponding extensions of events.

Before delving into the exposition of our construction, let us intro-
duce some notation that will be useful for the subsequent discussion.

Let A = (A4, <,0,1) be an MLUB-complete bounded poset, T" a time
set, and P, F', H, and G tense operators on A. Define
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T:=(Tx{1H)UTuU(T x {2}),
and let R* denote the relation induced by P, F', H, and G. Define

R:={((t,1),t) [t e TYURU{(t,(t.2)) |t € T}.

Furthermore, let P, ', H, and G denote the tense operators induced
by (T, R). For each B € (73+ )T, define B, B € (P4 A)T such that

B((t,1)) := max L(P(B)(t)),
B(t) == B(t),
B((t,2)) := max L(F(B)(t)),

and
B((t,1)) == min U(H(B)(t)),
B(t) := B(t),
B((t,2)) :== min U(G(B)(t)),
forallteT.

Let B € P, (AT). Define B:= {p|pe B} and B:= {p | p € B}.

Theorem 5.5. Let A = (A,<,0,1) be an MLUB-complete bounded
poset, T' a time set, and P, F, H and G tense operators. Define T,
R*, R, P, F, H, G, B, and B as before. Then, for all B € P, (A7),

P(B)|T = P(B), F(B)IT =F(B),H(B)|T = H(B), and G(B)|T = G(B).
Proof. Let B € P,(A") and s € T. Then H(B)(s) < B(t) < P(B)(s)

and hence
B((s,1)) < B(t) < B((s,1)),
for all t € T with ¢t R* s. Similarly G(B)(s) < B(t) < F(B)(s)
implying
B((s,2)) < B(t) < B((5,2))
for all t € T' with s R* t. Therefore

P(B)(s) = MinU (| {B() | R s}) = MmU( (s, ) U J{B() | t B s})
- MinU(Max L(P(B)(t))) N U(U{B(t) It R* s}>

- MinU(U{B(t) It R* s}) — P(B)(s).
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F(B)(s) = MinU({J{B(®) | s R}) = MinU ([ J{B(t) | s B £} U B((5,2)))
— MmU(U{B(t) s B 1)) nU(Max L(F(B)(1))) )
=MinU(|{B() | s B 1}) = F(B)(s).

H(B)(s) = Max L(|_ J{B(®) | R s}) = MaxL<B((s, 1)) U{B(t) |t R* s}>
—MaXL(MmU ))) ﬂL(U{B(t) |t R* s})
- MaXL(U{B 't R* 5}) H(B)(s).

G(B)(s) = Max L(| J{B(®) | s RT}) = MaxL(U{B(t) s R* 1} U B(<s,2)))
- MaxL(U{B(t) s R* t}) N L(Min U(G(B)(s)))
- MaxL(U{B(t) s R t}) = G(B)(5).

6. LOGICAL CONNECTIVES DERIVED BY POSETS

In this section, we explore the introduction of the “unsharp” or “in-
exact” logical connectives, namely conjunction ® and implication —,
within the context of a poset (A, <) that satisfies both the Antichain
Condition (ACC) and the Descending Chain Condition (DCC). Our
aim is to demonstrate how these connectives form a sort of adjoint
pair. Furthermore, we extend the definition of these connectives to
subsets of a poset, with the objective of establishing a relationship
with tense operators. We conclude the section by presenting several
results regarding this relationship.

Definition 6.1. Let (A, <) be a poset satisfying both the Antichain

Condition (ACC) and the Descending Chain Condition (DCC). We

define the following binary operations:

(*) r @y = Max L(z,vy),
r—y=DMax{z€A|zOz <y}

for every x,y € A.

Let us outline some important observations about Definition 6.1.
The results of x ® y or x — y may not be elements of A but rather
subsets of A that are antichains. Additionally, z ® y = y ® x, which
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means that the operation ® is commutative. Finally, if the poset (A, <
,0) includes a least element 0, we can define a negation as:

=z —0.
More precisely, these logical connectives ® and — are binary opera-

tors on A, as they are mappings from A? to P, A. We extend them to
(P, A)? by defining them as follows:

(%) BoC :=Max{ac Ala<U(Uf{b@c|be B,ceC})},
B—C :=Max{a€e A|la® B <U(C)}

for all B,C € P A.

These extended operators ® and — are mappings from (P;A)? to
P, A, and even in this case, they exhibit commutativity: BOC = COB.

Finally, we can adapt the extended operators ©® and — to the case
where B,C € (PLA)T, with (A,<) a poset and T a time set. For all
B,C € (PyA)T and all t € T, we have

(BeCO)(t) == B(t) ® C(t),
(B — C)(t) .= B(t) = C(t)

Lemma 6.2 and Lemma 6.3 illustrate some properties of the pair of
operators ® and — just defined. In the first case, we consider their

operation on elements of a poset, while in the second case, on subsets
of the same poset.

(***)

Lemma 6.2. Let (A,<,0,1) be a bounded poset satisfying both the
ACC and the DCC, and let z,y, z,w € A. Then, the following proper-
ties hold:

) 2O (yoz)=(r0y) Oz,

Jifr<zandy <w thenx®y <y 20w,

Y x Oy <y zifand onlyif v <3y — z, (adjointness)
) (z=y)or <y,

Proof. (1) The commutativity x ©® y = y ® x follows directly from
the definition of ®. For the second part, we apply the definition
of ® and calculate:

1® 2 =MaxL(1,z) = Max L(z) = =.
(2) To show the associativity of ®, it is sufficient to apply the def-
inition and calculate directly:
r®(y©®z) =xMaxL(y, z) = Max L(z, y, 2),
(x®y)®z=MaxL(z,y) ® z = Max L(x, y, 2).
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Thus, 20 (y©® 2) = (x ®y) © z, demonstrating the associativity
of ®.
Suppose x < z and y < w. Then, we have:

L(z,y) C L(z,w).
This is because any lower bound of x and y is also a lower
bound of z and w, given the assumptions z < z and y < w.
Therefore, we have:

Max L(z,y) <; Max L(z,w).
By the definition of ®, it follows that:

r®y = MaxL(z,y) <; Max L(z,w) = z ® w.

Suppose r <; y — z. By definitions of — and <y, there exists
u € Max{w € A|y®w < z} such that < .

Since x < w, we have L(z,y) C L(u,y). Given that u €
Max{w € A |y ® w < z}, it follows that:

L(u,y) <; 2.
Hence:
Therefore:
r Oy = MaxL(z,y) <; 2.

2. Conversely, suppose © ® y <; z. By definitions of ® and

<4, this means:
Max L(z,y) <; z

Then there exists © € Max{w € A | y ® w < z} such that
x < u. Since u is the maximal element for which y ®w < z, we
have:

r < u.
Therefore:
r<1Yy =2

Suppose z € (x — y) ©® x. By the definition of ®, there exists
w € A such that w € x — y and z € Max L(w, ).

By the definition of x — y, w € x — y implies z © w < y.

Since z € Max L(w, =), we have:

z<MaxL(w,z)=z0w <y
Therefore, z < y.
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Lemma 6.3. Let (A,<,0,1) be a bounded poset satisfying both the
ACC and the DCC, and let B,C, D, E C A. Then, the following prop-
erties hold:

)
) if D<y B and D <; C then D < B® C,

) BOC <MinU(B) and B® C <; Max LU(B),
) B® B = MaxLU(B),

)if B<i;Dand C <y Ethen BOC <, DOE,

Proof. (1) The fact that BOC = C' ® B follows from the definition
of ® and Lemma 6.2, (i). Now we compute:

168 :MaXLU(U{IQb | be B}) :MaXLU(U{{b} | b€ B}) =Max LU(B).

(2) Supp(_)se that D <, Band D <, C a£1d let @ € D. Then there
existb€BarldEECsuchthataSbandaSE. Hence a < w
for some u € b ® ¢. Consequently, we have:

ueboeCLU(| {poc|be B,ceC}).
Therefore we can find
deMax LU(| J{t@c|beB,ceC})=BoC

such that a < u <d.
(3) Let a € B® C. We have

acBoCCLU(|J{boc|beB,ceC}) C LU(B)

and d € MinU(B) = ULU(B). Then a < d. Since B® C C
LU(B) we obtain

B®C <, Max LU(B).
(4) By definition of ®, we have
B® B =Max LU (Ub@c |b,ce B) — Max LU(B).

(5) Suppose that B <; D and C' <; E, and let b € B,c € C and
a € b® c. Then there exist d € D and e € E such that b < d
and ¢ < e. Hence, there exists u € d ® e such that a < u. This
implies

U({ {doelbeD.ceE}Y) CU(| J{poc|be B.ceC}), e,
Max LU (| J{boc|be B,ce C}) CLU(| J{d@e|b,d e D,e € E}).
We conclude BOC <{ D® E.
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To investigate the relationship between the tense operators defined
in Section 3 and the logical connectives ® and —, we can analyze
Theorem 6.4, which illustrates some of their relationships.

Theorem 6.4. Let (A,<,0,1) be a bounded poset satisfying both the
Antichain Condition (ACC) and the Descending Chain Condition (DCC),
and let (T, R) be a serial time frame. P, F', H, and G denote the tense
operators on A induced by (T, R).
For B,C € P, (AT), the following relationships hold:

(1) P(B® B) = P(B) and F(B® B) = F(B),

(2) Max L(P(B ® C)) <1 Max L(P(B)) ® Max L(P(C)),

(3) Max L(F(B ® C)) <; Max L(F(B)) ® Max L(F(C)),

Proof. (1) By Theorem 3.10, (iv), we know that
P(LU(B)) = P(B). Since B® B = Max LU (B) by Theorem
6.3, (iii),
we conclude
P(B®B) = P(Max LU(B)) = P(LU(Max LU(B))) = P(LU(B)) = P(B).

By the same procedure, we show that F(B ® B) = F/(B).
(2) From Lemma 6.3, (2) and (3) we know that

B® C <y Max LU(B) = B® B. Hence

P(B® C) <y P(B® B) = P(B). Similarly, P(B® C) <,

P(C).

From Lemma 2.6, (iii) we obtain that

L(P(B®C)) C L(P(B)), ie.,

Max L(P(B ® C)) <; Max L(P(B)). Therefore

Max L(P(B ® C)) <; Max L(P(C)).

Now by applying Lemma 6.3, (1), we conclude that

Max L(P(B ® C)) <; Max L(P(B)) ® Max L(P(C)).
(3) Tt follows immediately from (ii) applied to R™'.

7. A POSET WITH GIVEN LOGICAL CONNECTIVES

In Section 6, we introduced certain “mixed” logical connectives and
investigated how they relate to the particular tense operators of Defini-
tion 3.2. This construction is possible in a wide range of poset classes,
but the question remains: how do they relate to the tense operators
P F H, and G?7 An answer to this issue in our context is provided
in Theorem 6.4. However, this relationship appears to be somewhat
complex. The reason is that these logical connectives allow too much
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freedom, meaning they do not determine their values with exact pre-
cision. Therefore, we will now shift our focus to the case where these
connectives are already defined in such a way that our structure forms a
residuated poset, and then investigate their relationship with the tense
operators.

We will begin by providing the formal notion of a residuated poset
and then demonstrate some of its basic properties. Subsequently, we
will present a method to combine the application of logical connectives
with tense operators. Indeed, in this case, we encounter the problem
of needing to generalize operations between elements to operations be-
tween subsets.

Definition 7.1. A poset (A, <,®,—,0,1) is a residuated poset if the
following conditions are satisfied:
(1) z®1=x forall x € A;
(2) xOy=youz foralxyecA;
(3) 20 (Yo z)=(x0y)©z foralz,y,z € A;
(4) If t <vandy <z, thenx ©y <v©® z for all z,y,v,z € A;
(5) Oy < zif and only if v <y — z for all z,y,z € A.

Let us state without proof a simple but useful lemma.
Lemma 7.2. Let (A, <,®,—,0,1) be a residuated poset. Then the
following inequalities hold:
(1) x<y—(rOy);
(2) (x = y)or<y.
Moreover, if (4, <,®,—,0,1) is a residuated poset then (DM(A), C

,®,—,0,1) inherits this structure and becomes a complete residuated
lattice (see e.g. [22] or [13]) such that, for all X,Y € DM(A),

XY =LU{zoylreX,yeY}, 0= LU,
X—Y =Lz —=2)|zeX 2€UY)}, 1=LUA).
Moreover, for any two subsets X, Y C A we have that
(2) LUX)OLUY)=LU({z0y|xe X,y Y},
(3)  LUX)=LUY)=(){Lx—2) |z e X,z UY)}
To explore the relationship between these logical connectives and tense
operators, we need to define how they can be combined. It is important
to note that the tense operators P, F, H, and G map from P, (AT)
to (PyA)T, while the logical connectives are mappings from A? to A.

Therefore, we cannot directly apply the logical connectives to the im-
ages of P, ', H, and G.
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Definition 7.3. Let A = (A, <,®,—,0,1) be an MLUB-complete
bounded residuated poset. We extend the logical connectives for B, C €
P (A) as follows:

BOC=MaxLU({b®c|be B andce C})

B= C=MnU([{L(b—d)|be B,de U(C)}) =MinU(LU(B)—LU(C)).

We observe that if A is a residuated poset, then AT is also a residu-
ated poset, with the operations computed component-wise. Moreover,
the previous definitions can be utilized even in the case of B,C' €
P, (AT), as presented in Section 6.

Theorem 7.4 demonstrates that Definition 7.3 is fully functional for
our purposes, as it continues to preserve a certain form of residuation.

Theorem 7.4. Let (A, <,®,—,0,1) be an MLUB-complete bounded
residuated poset, and let B,C,D € P,(A). Consider the extended
logical connectives [1 and =. Then the following properties hold:

(1) BE{1} =Max LU(B) and {1} = B = MinU(B);
(2) BLOC=CUOB;
(3) if B<U(C) and D < U(E) then BE) D < U(C T E);
(4) BELC <U(D) if and only if B< C = D;
(5) L(C=D)EC <U(D) and C < L(C = D)= D.
Proof. (1) B 1=MaxLU({b® 1| be B}) =Max LU(B).
Similarly, {1} = B = MinU(LU({1})—>LU(B)) = MinU(A—LU(B)) =
Min U(B).
(2) This is straightforward.
(3) Suppose B < U(C) and D < U(F). Then B C LU(C) and
D C LU(E). Hence
{b@dlbe B,de D} CLU({c®elce C,e € E}).
We conclude
LU{bodbe B,de D}) C LU({c®e|c € C,e € E}).
Therefore,
BEUD=MaxLU({b®d|be B andd e D}) C LU({c®e|ce C,e € E})
= LULU({c®e|c € C,e € E}) = LU(C T E).
We obtain that B D < U(CEE).
(4) We compute:
BEC < U(D) iff LU(B)®LU(C) C LU(D) iff LU(B) C LU(C)—LU(D)
iff BC LU(C)—>LU(D) L(Min U(LU(C)—LU(D)))
iff B < MinU(LU(C)—LU(D))) = C = D.
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(5) Clearly, L(C' = D) < C = D. Hence from (4) we conclude
that L(C = D) C < U(D). Again from (4) and (2) we obtain that
C<L(C=D)=D. O

To leverage Theorem 7.4 and the properties of tense operators, we
can establish the following significant relationship in Theorem 7.6.

To do this, we will need the following [6, Theorem 10.3, Lemmas
10.1 and 10.2].

Theorem 7.5. Let L = (L,<,®,—,0,1) be a complete residuated
lattice and let (T, R) be a time frame. Let G, F (or H, P) be operators
on LT constructed by means of the time frame (T, R). Then (P,G)

and (]3,?[) are Galois connections such that, for all py,p, € LT and
all q1,q0 € LT,

(DR1) G(p1)0G(ps) < Glp1©pa) and Glpr — pa) < Glpr) = Glpa),

(DR2) P(g1 ® g2) < P(q1) © Plgn), _ .

(DR3) ]:\I(Ch) H(g) < ((11 ©q) and H(py — p2) < H(pr) —
H(p2),

(DR4) F(p1 ©®p2) < F(Pl) © F(PQ)

How the operators G, P, H and F' are related with our operations
[] and = defined for subsets is described in the following result.

Theorem 7.6. Let (A, <,®,—,0,1) be an MLUB-complete bounded
residuated poset, T = (T,R) a time frame. Then, for all Cy,Cy €
P+(AT) and all D17 D2 € PJr( )

(DT1) G(U(CY)) B GU(Cy)) <MinU(G(U(Cy E Cy)) and
G(By = By) < G(U(B1)) = G(U(By));

(DT2) L(P(D1 1 Dy)) < U(L(P(D1))EL(P(Ds)));

(DT3) H(U(Ch)) B H(U(Cy)) <MinU(H(U(C, D Cy)) and
H(By = By) < H(U(B1)) = H(U(By));

(DT4) L(F(Dy 0 D,)) < U(L(F(Dy))EL(F(Dy)));

Proof. (DT1): From Theorems 4.1 and 7.5 we obtain by (DR1) that

(4)
LU(G(U(C)))OLU(G(U(Cy))) € LU(GU(LU(C1)OLU(C2)))).

By Definition 7.3 and Lemma 2.3, inclusion (4) can be rewritten as
(5) GU(Ch)) I GU(C2)) € LU(GU(CL E Cy)).
Hence

(6) G(U(C)) B G(U(C)) < U(GU(C E ),
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which is equivalent to

(7) G(U(CY) D G(U(Cy)) < Min U(G(U(C, B Cy)).
Similarly, from Theorem 7.5 we obtain by (DR1)
G(({{Llc—d) | c€ Bi,d € U(By)})

(8) C(WL(a—b) |a € GLU(B)),b e U(G(LU(B)))}).

Using Theorem 4.1 and equation (2), inclusion (8) is equivalent with

LU(G(U(({L(c = d) | c € By,d € U(B2)})))
(9) C({Lla—b) |a € GU(B)),be UGU(B))}).

Leveraging Definition 7.3 and Lemma 2.3, we can express inclusion (9)
equivalently as

(10)
G(MinU(({L(c = d) | c € Bi,d € U(B2)})) € LIGU(By)) = G(U(By))).

By applying Definition 7.3 again, inclusion (10) is shown to be equiv-
alent to

(11) G(B, = By) < GU(By)) = G(U(By)).
(DT2): From Theorem 7.5 we obtain by (DR2) that
(12)  P(LU(Dy) ® LU(Dy)) C P(LU(Dy)) ® P(LU(Ds)).

Using repeatedly Theorem 4.1, equation (1) and Corollary 4.2, inclusion
(12) is equivalent with

(13) ﬁ(LU({dl ®dy | dy € Dy,dy € Dy})) € L(P(Dy)) ® L(P(Dy)),

with

(14)

L(P(Max LU({ds © dy | dy € Dy, dy € Dy})) € LU(L(P(D1))EL(P(Dy)).
and with

(15) L(P(DyH Dy)) < U(L(P(Dy))HL(P(D:)))

Parts (DT3) - (DT4) can be proven similarly. O
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